INTRODUCTION
The indivisibility and interdependence of human rights have been emphasised by international bodies on several occasions. Yet some states have sought to draw a dichotomy between social and economic rights, and civil and political rights. The argument in most African countries south of the Sahara is that, economic and social rights should take precedence over political and civil rights.
Successive post-independence Ghanaian governments have sought to justify denial of civil and political rights with the argument that economic rights come first. One of the ex-leaders of Ghana is reported as saying, "`one man one vote' is meaningless unless accompanied by 'one man one bread."' Western states, on the other hand, stress civil and political rights over economic and social rights. The US, for example, ratified the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights in 1992, but has not yet ratified the I See Rhoda Howard, The Full-Belly Thesis: Should Economic Rights Take Priority Over Civil and Political Rights? Evidence From Sub-Saharan Africa, 5 Hum. RTS. Q. 467 (1983) . Howard calls such views the "Full-Belly Thesis". Id.
Covenant on Economic and Social Rights.2 The US has, however, agreed to recognise the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in 1993.' It is often argued (especially in the west) that economic and social rights cannot be legalised as human rights because their existence and enjoyment require expenditure by the government.4 On the other hand, it is said that since states only recognise the existence of political and civil rights and refrain from interfering with them, making such rights enforceable makes sense.5 In some cases, it is difficult to sustain the distinction between the two groups of rights. Some civil and political rights constrain states from acting in a certain way, but in practice they equally require expenditure by the state. The right to vote and the right to fair trial, for example, require resources from the stated If states are allowed to deny the existence of economic and social rights because such rights would compel them to undertake costly expenditures, they would end up denying the existence of the other civil and political rights which require costly expenditures. In contrast to rights such as the right not to be tortured, the right to privacy and the right to personal liberty, rights such as the right to health, the right to education and the right to social security require state resources. Thus, in general, the level of resources will determine the extent of the state's duty to guarantee economic and social rights.7 It does not, however, follow from the resource-based nature of the rights that they should not be enforceable under any circumstances. Some of the issues generated by this debate are as follows:
(1)
Is it useful to legalise economic and social "rights" as rights? (2) Should civil and political rights be second to social and economic rights?
